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code Date of Question Af fected Determi~ Di scussi on
*Response Regul ati on nation
PSb/4 5/76 What types of land use 52.21 (e) - The intent of the June 12 modifi- '
planning agenci es must (1) (1i1) cation was to0 include as a mini- '
be conferred with under mn t hose agencies with regulatory
the new source revi ew teeth. However, al | agencres !
for PSD? affected by PSD actions should be i
notified if possible. I
pPsys  1/9/76 a) How does the PSD base- 52.21 -- a) This change would count against ‘
l'i neapply to a source, which the increment
was permitted to burn 0.7%s3 l
oil prior to January 1975
and then in June 1976 secured '
a regulatory change and re-, !
vised permt to allow for
2,548 0i | . .
b) A source operated at a reduced b) The baseline is fi gured from
capacity and at a level of CON- the maximm emissions | evel that
trol better than that required a source actually emitted during
by the SIP. 15 the baseline - 1974,
figured at the SIP lmit and for
full, actual, or what capacity? .
¢l In an area with an anbient S0, Condi- c) In order for a source to gain an
probl em can one source (A}, not tional

meeting BACT or RACT, erect a
taller stack for a neighboring
source (B) neeting BACT and/or
RCT, in order to allow for a
relaxed SIP regulation for source
(A)? (A and (B) contribule to an
anbient violation.

air qualitﬁ/ credit for erecting a
tall stack, it must first apply
BACT. 7herefore, Source B can erect
a taller stack which my provide for
a relaxation of the SIP as it applie
to source A butonly after a
rigorous control Strategy demwon-
stration shows that the relaxation
of the standards does not interfere
W th the attainment and maintenance
of NAAQS.




* Code Date of

Response

Question

Affected
Regqulation

De texnii~
nation

Discussion

BSn/6  1/16/76

Can an agency approve

all independent phases
of a large PSD source if
it chooses to d so for
reasons of national or
regional oconcern?

Condi-
tional

At least two key factors should be
eonsidered in determining whether o
issue a single pemit for both

initial and subsequent stages of
oconstruction. One is the degree

of certainty over whether and when
additional construction will proceed.
Only whiere the applicant makes a
strong showing that all phases will
definl tely be built on a fixed
schedule should a multi-phased per-
mit even be oonsidered. 1he second
key factor is the degree to which
the separate facilities to be con-
structed in phases oould stand _
independently of each other froma .
business view point. As a general
rule, a permit should only cover
construction ocamencing within 18
monthg of issuance.

—————————y

PSD/7 I 8/25/76

A catalytic cracking unit 52.21 (d)
isbeing noved from Canada (1) (xi)
to Region VI where It will

be "re-erected" at an existing
petroleun refinery. The instal-
lation work will begin after

6/1/75. Is this unit subject to
PSD review?

Condi-
tional

If the catalytic cracking unit will :
Increase SO and/or particulate |
emissions f3an the refinery, then '
unless there was a binding mntract
for oontinuous'on-asite oconstruction
executed prior to 6/1/75, the “re-
erection” comnencing after that
date would trigger the PSD reviw
procedures. If work has begun

and no pemmit has been granted, the
owner or operator is in violation
of an inplementa tion plan and sub-
ject to enforoement under §113 of |
the Clean Air Act.




Code Date of Question Affected

Determi~ -
nation

Discussion

. __Response o Regulation

PSD/12 12/1/76 Does the addition of a §52.21(a)
oL sulfur recovery unit to -
- an existing source make
the source subject to
PSD?

Condi~
tional

‘the addition of a sulfur tmexy
plant to an axisting PSD source
such as an oll refinery will act as
a plece of control equipment and
result in lower plant emissions.
Thas, this addition would not be
considered a modification to the
exiating source sinoce no net in-
crease in emissions has occurred.
Tthe review for PSD covers only those
sulfur yecovery plants associated
with grass roots operations or

expanded production capabllities of
existing sources,

psp/13 12/1/76 What is the intent of the -~ -
PSD regulations concerming
modifications {a) resulting
in few additional emlssiona?
{b) imvolving a peripheral .
rather than a major facility
of a subject - souroa?

{a) Strict interpretation of the
PSD regulations subjects all modi-
fications to review. Oonaidera-
tion is being given, however, to .
amend §52.21 eatablishing a quanti-
tative limit.

(b} The addition of peripheral’

facilities {e.g. a chemical plant
at a petroleum refinery) to an
existing PSD source is a wodi fica-
tion and 18 subject to P8SD If it
would result in a net increasae in
source arisaions. liowever, tha
amendwent discussed in (a)

-

proposed
mmx,__g» apply here.

«




code Date of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation

pPsp/14  12/1/76 Is 1 t advisable to 52.21 (d)(2) Condi- Defining an emission limit is a
routinely specify the (11) tional much better and direct means of con-
use of control equip- trolling source emissions. However,
ment as BACT rather where it 18 extremely difficult to
than defining an en- estimate and measure emissions from
forceable emlssion a source EPA can and should autho--
limit for the source? rize or specify oontrol techniques

as BACT in these cases.
Psn/1s 12/1/76 Do the following changes by - -

existing or “grandfathered”
sources affect the amount of
PSD increment that is avail-
able for new subject sourocea?
a) switching to higher sulfur
content fuel
b) increasing emissions beyond
the maximum emissions of 1974
up to allowable SIP limit
c) Increaaing average and/or
maximum production rate (with-
out physical modification of the
facility above 1974 produc-
tion
d) Plant shutdown
i) temporary
ii) permanent (source can-
mt legally resume its opera-
tion)
e) Source cleanup via an es-
tablished conpliance schedule
(since 1/1/75)
f) source under oonstruction
which comnenced construction
prior to 1/75
g) Temporary emissions associated
with source oconstruction

and portable facillties

oconsurption

consumption

oconsunption

1) no effect
ii) expansion

expansion

no effect

o effect




Code Date of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation

PSD/16 12/1/76 For what reasons can the
PSD permit be withheld?

a) Anal ytical difficulties No a) Limited time extension for final
action provided in §52.21 (e)

b) EIS No b) current PSD regulations do not
allow for the interruption of the
review process for this reason, but

c) pending reclassif ication Yes pending amendments would.

PSD/17  12/1/76 Can the Regional Administrator Yea ‘EPA order 1200.3A gives the authority
gign both the notice of dele- for change of address to the RA and
gation and change of address authority for delegation has also
(rulemaking) for PSD delegations? been delegated to the RA.

PSD/18 12/1/76 Do the PSD increments apply
a) over plant pnperty? Yes asb) The review for PSD is appro-
b) over bodies of water? priate for both plant property and

adjacent bodies of water unlesas the
general public is oampletely and
effectively precluded from acoess to
. ' these areas.
c) 1 N fugitive dust areas? Condi- c) CPDD 18 developing specific .
tional guildance for resolving the fugitiwve
dust issue including the NSR in
_ _ these areae.

d) in mmattai nnent MXR's? Condi- d) PSD increments apply except in

tional those portions of a non-attaliment

AR which are exenpt for being
pervasively above the S0 and/or TSP
standards. ‘Ihis means ut 750 of

‘tha land area (county basis) or 75%

of the measurements representative
of the area indicate anbient viola-
tions of the applicable standard.
Also the state must notify WA that
a certain area pervasively exceeds
the gtandards.




mill 18 to be replaced (i14)
by a new bofler while the

other- two are to be modi-

fied to burnbil (that is,

they are to cease burning

bark). How do the PSD
regulations apply?

Code Date of Question Affected Detgrmi-— Discussion
Response Regulation nation
- PSD/19  12/1/76 Can control greater than Yes However , due consideration must be
that suggested in the SSEIS gi ven to the SSEIS document and
(no existing NSPS) be advo- CPDD should be first ocontacted.
cated for BACI?
PSD/20 12/1/76 If only one facility is Under the current regutations only
) modified within a subject . the facility modified is to be
souroce, is the PSD review reviewed for BACT under PSD unless
applicable for this facility other facilities within the source
alone or for all facilities have to be changed themselves
within the source which are (capacity, process) to acoanplish
affected by the modification? the principal modification. How-
ever, the entire source should be
analyzed for emission Increases which
would count against the applicable
PSD increment .
rsn/21  12/17/76 A) One of three existing 52.21(b) (1) Condi- A) The applicable source would be the
boilers at a Kraf t pulp 52.21 (d) (1) tional existing Kraft pulp mill. Each of

the bollers would be a faclility with-
in the source. (9'52.21 (b) (1) states
that a source is comprised of one or.
more pollutant enitting facilities).
For the source to be subject to PSD,
there mist be a net Increase in the
emissions .of S0 and/ar PM resulting
from the modififation. The PSD
regulations exlude, for review pur-
poses, any increase resul ting from

a fuel switch. -Therefore, tha two
boilers switching from bark t0 oil
would not be included in any cal-
caulations to determine a net increase
in emlss ions. I a net increase in
emlssions results from the addition
of the new bofler in omparison with
the bol ler being shutdown, then the i
new bol ler will be subject 10 the



. Code

Response

Question Af f ect ed
Regul ati on

Determi-~
nation

D scussi on

PSD/ZL
{cont.)

B) Can EPA require BACT on
a new facility being am
structed at an old source?

C) Can we require BACT
for a newfacility at an
existing source i f ol d
facilities am closed down
and the closures more than
ocapensate for the new
facility's emissions?

D) Can we require NSPS type
limits through the PSD programs
on boilers (not |ocated at

a steam alegtric pl ant) smaller
t han 250x10 BTU/hr? Furt her,
can we require BACT on com-
bination bollers at Kraft Pulp-
Mills.

E) Just how far can a source

go toward construction without

our approval? Three have contacted'
WA wanting to pour foptings and
begi n work while waiting for ocom-
pletjon of the review.

Yes

Yes

PSD requirements. e resulting
BACT requirements (assuming t he new
boiler i s subject to PSD) woul d only
be applicable to that pollutant(s)
for which there is an increase.

B) Provi ded that there is a net
increase of that pollutant at the
source due to the modification and

t he exlstingsource or new facility
is one of the PSD 19.

C) We cannot subject a source modi-
fication to PSD if there 1s no net
increase of the applicable pol | utant
from the source.

PSD does not allow the source to |
begin any on-site construction prior:
t 0 obtaining preconstruction ap-
proval. Pouring footings appears
to be an obvious infraction of this
requi rement.

.
[}




Code Date cf Question
Resvonse

Affected
Regqulation

Cetermie
nation

Discussicn

PSD/22  12/22/76 May the PSD increments
: ba infiuenced by im-

provanents in RAD brought
zbout by tall siack ocon-
struction on sources lo-
cated in the area where
the P3D candidate interds
to locate?

52,21 (c) (2)
(i)

Although the Agency's stack he ight B

increase gwdellne published in the?
Peveral Redistzr on 2718776, does

not refer exolicitly to the ESD
incresents, this guidelire applies --
il 2 uniform manner , regevdless of °
whellicr the NAEQS or the £5D incre-'
ments are involved. Where PSD is *
concarmned, only stack height in- _
creases oupleted after 1/1/75, are -
a potential i ssue. since the PsD in-*
crements apply only to the air -~
quality chaiges occurcring after thi:
dete. For s vack heigh t incrzases
begun prior to 2/8/74, unless the
sovroe has first applied BACT, cre- -
dit may not ke given for increases -
beyondtwo and One-half times the-—:
height of the facility serviced by !
the stack. For stack height in-
creases begun af ter 2/8/74, sources
must first apply BACT before any
credit may be taken for tha air

qual ity impact brought about by tle

i ncrease. -

psn/23  12/23/76 Isfuel. switching sub-
ject to PSD review?

S

52.21

Condi-
tional

t
The intent of the PSD regulation is ¢
to exclude the impact of fuel- B
switching in determining source o
applicability and to exclude BACT -
).(quuemr\nts on fuel swi tches excopt:
where thie switch is an intcgral pi.31
of the plant action to expand its
production . Fuel switch ing, howeve)
can affect the ability for other P
changes proposed now or  inthe fu-
ture for the same source to receive r

PuD approval.  Any net i ncrcase in D
',02 or MPMresultingfromthe fuel



Code Dat e of Question Af fected Determi-~ Discussion
. _Response .Requlation nation
Psn/23 switch mumst be applied t owards the
(cont.) appl i cabl e PSD increment(s), when
oconsldering the next applicant
subject to PSD.

PSD/24  1/18/77 Is a gray iron foundry 52.21(d) No A gray iron foundry is not to be
subj ect to PSD? oconsidered as one of  the nineteen

source categories subject to
52.21(d) (i.e., it is not an iron
and steel mill nor an integral part
of one).

PSD/25  2/25/71 Do the PSD regulations 52.21(q4) (1) No A source of either S3 or PM which
apply to a source, not would cause the incr t to be \
liated in 52.20{d) (1), i f exceeded cannot be stopped under :
such source would violate PSD if it 18 not one of the stated
a PSD increment? 19 categories.

PSD/26  3/9/717 Tp a source is planning 52.21 Yes Every source included in the nine- |
to locate in an area that _teen listed must undergo review to
has been designated aa assure that an air quality increment
pervasi vel y exceedi ng W ll not be violated in a location
NAMDS, must that source outside that area designated as
undergo PSD rxeview? pervasi vel y exoeeding NARQS,

PSD/27 43/ Is a source that reoon- 52.21(d) Yea Since the source wi || undergo such

structs its equipment

to such an extent so as
to satisfy the recon—
struction criteria in

Part 60, but whichdoes
not increase its emisylons
subj ect to PSD?

significant reconstruction it wll

be considered a new source.
though there will

Al -

that all new sources apply best
aval lable control tedwmology.

thiscasa it wasthe entire source

be no increase in
emissions, the requlations require

I n

whidi was reconstructed and not j ust.’
a specific facility within the

source.

J




Question Affected Determi~ D scussion
Response Requl ati on nation
A) |s a petrolemm refin- 52, 21(d) No A)Stnoe there will be no increase .
ery which constructs a new in emssions at the petrol eum '
Fluid Catalytic Cracking . refinery, a modification has ot
it and a new 8, 000 Bep occurred.
IIF Alkylation Unit, but
does ot | ncrease its
M SSi ONS subject to PSD?
B)Does tha addition oOf 52.21(d) Condi~- B) 1he second Finish Mill will be
a second Finish M . 11 to tional subject t0o PSD if there is an in-
an existing rortland ce~ crease in emissions fromthe sta-
. mentplant make that source tionary source (the Portland Cement
subj ect to PSD? Plant).
C)is an expansion at_a  52.21(d) Ocondl -~ C) sams as (b) above.
petroleum refinery, which tional

adds a catal ytic reformer,
a hydiodealkylation unit
anl @ hydrogen purification
unit subject _tn _PSH?

Can EPA after issu-
ance of a PSD per-

mt require a source

to submt information
so that EPA can review
the final control de-
vice in order to veri-
fy the emission [imt
stated in the appli-
cation, and upon review,
di sapprove the appli-
cation if EPA determ nes
the selected control

devi ce to be inadequate?

52.21(4) (2)

' The psp regul ations in 40 CFR

52.21(d)(2) provide that an
owner may not "commence" con-
structionunless EPA det er -
mnes, anong other things,
that the source will neet

t he BACT Emission |imt.

I8 an €Xi sting boiler
(300 MuBTU/hr) Which
is nodified to burn
wast e wood subject to
PSD?

52. 21( d)

P —

Sincethis facility is not

a part of a steamelectric
plant of more than 1000 MM
‘BTU/hr heat input, it is not
subj ect to PSD. L




Code Date of Question Af fect ed Determi~ .Discussion
Regponse Regulation nation
PSD/36 11/2/77 Is a cement plant which. 52.21(4) Yee PSD regul ations require that
ceases operation in all new sources and modifica-
1972 and reopens in 1977 tions occurring since the
as a linme plant subject baseline year of 1974 be re-
to PSD? vi ewed for consistency with
PsSpb. Since. this facility
was not in operation in 1974,
its baseline must be con-
sidered to be zero and its
re-opening reviewed to satis-
fy the PSD requirenente.
PSD/31 11/9/77 Can PSD approval s --- No Si nce the purpose of PSD and
for new sources SIP regulations is to attain
using FGD Byatems and maintain air quality,
be conditioned to appl i cabl e emission limita-
require a contin- tions must be conplied with
gency plan for at all times. Therefore it
peri ode of FGD woul d not be appropriate to
Jmalfunction? include in a PSD permt, a
specific exenption from the .
requirementg during mal func-
. tion of the FA@ system.
Rather, a notice of violation
(Nov) should be issued and :
the source allowed an oppor-
tunity to prove the viol a-
tion wasunavoidable. Based
P5D/37 (CONTINUED) on the circunmstances under
whi ch the excess emissions
occurred and on any good
faith effort by the source,
the Region will decide
whet her or not further act-
ion by EPA is appropriate.
PSD/39  1/21/18 A new boiler 18 installed §52,21(d) Yes | f construction of the new boller|

to provide a supplanen—
tary stean supply for two
existing boilers., 1Is the
new bofler subject to PSD
requirements?

ocamnenced after June 1, 1975, it .|
will be considered a modification!
of the existing steam electric I
pl ant and will be subject to PSD

requirements.Should the boiler fail’
to obtain a pPSDpermit prior to :
Mat-d, 1, 1978, and/or fall to oom;
mence physical on-site construction’
prior to December 1, 1978, itwill |

be subject to the new PSD regula-



R e T

f ew facilities within a
source which causes a

net decrease in emissions
from the source as a wwole,
subj ect to PSD reguirements?

code Date of Question Aff ect ed Determ - Di scussi on
Response Requlation nat i on
PSD/41  2/13/78 s a fossil-fuel steam §52.21(Q) Yes Such a source is'subject to the :
generator (>1000 M4 12/5/74 PSD regul ations as a 1000 I
B1U/hour heat input) M BlU/hour heat input fossil-fuel i
subject to the PSD fired steamelectric plant. I|f _thef
regulations f Or “fossil- plant falls to both obtain al|l final
fuel fired steam elec- S| P preconstruction permits prior
trio plants" if only 20- to March 1, 1978, and commence
25% of the steam generated physi cal on-site construction prior
| S ultimately used to pro- to' 9 nont hs after the date of pro~ |
duce electric power? mulgation of the final requlations,i
it will be subject to the new PSD |
regul ati ons proposed 11/3/77. l
Code Date of Question Af fected Determi- Discussion
Regponse Requl ati on nation
"psp/42  3/1/78 | s the replacement of a §52.21(d) No Wder the 12/5/74 PSD regul ations, a,

modification i S subject to review
only if a net increase in emissions:
results. An exception occurs wien l
enough Of a stationary source | S
replaced such that it constitutes a
reconstruction and i S, therefore,
equi val ent to a new source. ‘Ihe
criteria for determining Whet her a
reconstruction has taken place are
established in 40 anr 60. 15.

nder t he new PSD regulations pro- |
posed November 3, 1977, the emissions
resulting from a "naj or modification®
Wil be subject to BACI review even |
though @ net increase in enissions
fram the entire source does not
occur. In such cases, an ambient |
alr quality revi ew will generally
not be required. |




Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Di scussi on
Response Regul ati on nation
PSD/44 3/23/78 Is a new Fluid Catalytic 52.21(d) Modified For purposes of PSD a "source" is
Cracking Unit (FOU) which the entire stationary source located
repl aces a Themofor at a given site. In this case the
Catalytic Cracking Unit source is the petrolemm refinery and
(TOCU) at a petroleum the roCU 1s a facility within that
refinery, oconsidered source. Since there will be no net
a new or a modified increase in emissions,the addition
sour ce? A net decrease of the Focu will not be subject to
in emlgsions Wi || result. PSD revi ew under the 12/5/74 regu-
lations. However, under the new
regul ati ons proposed 11/3/77, it
will be subject to BACP unless it
bothl)obtains all final SIP pre-
oconstruction permits prior to 3/1/78
and 2) begins physical on-site oon-
struction prior to 9 months after
the date of promlgation of the
final regulations. Air quality
reviews will generally not be re-
quired.
PSD/45  3/30/78 Does PSD apply to a §52.21(b) ' Yes Under the new PSD regulations pro-

replacement ocoke oven
batterythatis serviced
by an existing by-pro-
ducts plant, when a net
increase in SO emissions
wi | | not occur3

posed 11/3/77, a “major modifica-' ":

tion* will
if it will have potenti al

be subject to BACT review

eni ssions .
of 100 tons or more per year, re-
gardl ess of any netdecrease in

eni ssi ons which might result from
replacement or elimnation of any

existing facilities.



Code Date of Question Affected De termi-~ Discussion
‘ Response Regulation nation
PSso/46  3/30/78 llow do the PSD regulations §52.21()) - The latest draft of the PSD re-

apply to asphalt plants
. which are continually
relocating?

gulations (3/21/78) limit pre-
oconstruction review for temporary
sources with 250 tons/yr. poten=
tial emissions to BACT and public
participation. For such sources,
EPA will attempt to expedite the
public participation proocess, if
possible, limiting it to 4s days. |
Please note this 18 only a draft
of the final regulation and
reliance on it should be minimized.




Date oOf Af f ect ed Dater ml - ‘
Code Response Question Regul ati on nation Di scussi on .
8p/47  4/5/178 a) Should em ssions 52. 21 Yea The PSD pernit should contain
' from ships servicing requi rements for controlling .
apetrol eum refinery em sai ons fromthe ships en I
. be considered in route to and from the refiner |
determ ning the inpaot or the applicable SIP should be
of the refinery for required to be revised to re- '
PSD purposes? : strict emissiore from the ships. l
b) What type of en- Requi rements which could be
forceabl e requirenents used to [imt em ssions from
could be used to limt t he ships i nclude em sai on
t he ships’ emissions limtations, and operating -and
whil e entering and design criteria such as sul fur
| eaving the port? I N fuel restrictions,speed
restrictions which my effec-
tively limt fuel consumption,
and any ot her requirenent which
could effectively limt the
emissions i n conformance with
the PSD regul ations.
c) Under the terne No The fact that a Barticular
. of .the CAAA can source is owned by a foreign
foreign flag ships state does not exenpt its emia-
be exenpted by a sions from PSD review i£ the
" Governor's reguest as source is located within the
a_source outside the U .S. ? territorial U.S.
§D/48 4/10/78 a) |f a source shut down Based on the |atest draft of

“to reopen,

voluntarily two years
ago and now wishes
wll it be
subject to PSD review?

the PSD amendnenta, the source
woul d not be subject to PSD as

long a3 1) the allowable emis-
sion |level as of the date of
shut down does not increase
upon reopening, 2) the source

was actively maintained in the
State emissions inventory.




pPate of Af fected Determl-
Zode Response Question Regula tion nation Discussion
'Si)/lﬂ Update - (Sept. 6, 1978) i
‘cont) A source which shuts down would, ;

b) A Portland cement
plant reconstructs

one kiln and shuts
down another. The net
result of these modifi-
cations is a decrease
in emissiona. Is the
rebuilt Kiln subject to
PSD review?

upon reopening, be considered
a new source if the shutdown

ia preeurrred to have been perma-!
nent. Whether a shutdown was
perrnanent depends on the in-
tention of the owner or operator’
at the time of the shutdown '
as determined by the surrounding
facts and circumstances includ-
ing the cause of the shutdown
and the handling of the shut-
down by the State. A shutdown
lasting more than two years

or resulting in removal of the
source from the emlssions in-
ventory will be presumed to be
permanent. The source may

rebut thias presumption.

According to the latest draft
of the PSD regulations {(as of
4/10/78) , amodi fica tion which
results in a net emissions
decrease must apply BACT but
will not be subject to an air
quality review ‘as long as air
quality is not caused to
deteriorate

Update - The regulation8 promul-
gated 6/19/78 provide that
modifications resulting in net
emissions decreases are exenpt
from air quality review. ~In
addition, a facility which 1s
modified but not reconstructed
will not be subject Co BACT
review 1f a net decrease iIn
emisg 1ony resnults. Note
thig GACT examption does nst
apply to reconstructed or
replacement facilities. )

that




-

Dat e of

Affect ed Determi-~
Code Response Question Regul ati on nation D scussi on
PSD/50 4/24/78 Did '"the PSD regula- S52. 21 No The PSD regul ati ons were not
tions promulgated intended to cover tenporary
12/5/74 apply to a emigsions al t hough this source
proposed coal lique- would fall into the category
faction pilot plant "fuel conversion plant”. An
whi ch woul d' be in enf orceabl e requi renent that
operation for about woul d ensure operation of the
21/2 years? pl ant is tenporary should be
i ncluded as a requirenment of the
State operating permt or an
amendnent to the State conatruc-
tion permt, if possible. |f
t he source operates |onger than
two yeara Or expands operati ope,
o it may become subject to PSD
revi ew
PSD/51 5/1/78 Does the Cean Air S52. 21 Yee New geot her mal power plants
Act as anended 8/77 are subject to.PSD review
. require PSD review if they have the potential to
.of hydrogen sulfide emt 100 tone or nore/year of
emigsions Prom new hydrogen aul fide or any other
geot her mal power pollutant regul ated under the
nlants? Cean Air Act.
PSD/52 6/1/178 a) Wien a newsource §52.21 No If the emissions fromthe

i ncor porates one or
nore existing facilie
ties, should the
emission from those
facilitiea be con-
sidered when cal cul at -
ing potential new -
enisalons?

existing facilities were all owed
as of August 7, 1977, under the
applicable SIP they will'not
conatitute new emission from
that site. Therefore, they
shoul d not bhe - included when
calculating potential new
emissions.



-

Dat e of

_ Affected Determi-
Code Response Question Regul ati on nati on Di_scussion
PSD/52 b) If existing faciliw sb2.21 Yes Existing facilities which are
(cont.) ties are noved to a new nmoved to a new | ocation, even

| ocation to be incor-

porated as part of a

new source, should

emissiors from t hose

facilities be con-

sl dered when calcula- )
+ ting potential em ssion8

of the new source?

c) If a conpany s52.21
i ncorporates an

existing boiler

into a new source

(sane | ocation)

what will be the PSD

i mplication?

d) If a new topping S62. 21
plant is added to an

exi sting petrol eum

storage plant,. does

this oonetitute a

petroleum refinery,

a nodifi ed petroleum

storage plant, or some

conbi nation of the two?

within the sanme aixshed will
be considered new facilities
at the new site. Em ssi ons
from these facilities should
be consi dered when cal cul ating
the potential em ssions from
the new source into which they
are incorporated.

Em ssions fromthe boiler wll
not be consi dered when cal cul a-
ting the potential em seions
fromthe new source. |f the
boi |l er emissions i ncrease above
the baseline | evel (actual emis-
sions as of 8/1/77, increnent
will be consuned. If boiler

em ssions increase by 100/250
tons/yr. above the baseline
level, a "major nodification*

wi || have taken place and PSD
review will be required.

The draft PSD regul ati ons define
source as "any structure, build-
ing, facility, -equipnent, in-
stallation or operation ( or
conbi nation thereof) which is

| ocated on ono or nore contig-
uous or adjacent properties and
which is owned by the same
person (or by persons under
common control). The etorage
plant with associated topping

pl ant shoul d be viewed as a
single source, a petroleum
refinery.



Date ot

= ' Affected Determi~

Code Response Question Regul ati on nati on Di scussi on

£5SD/52 ,

(cont.) e) Could an Administra-~ S52.21 Such an Order nay serve as a
tive Consent O der PSD permt if it is clearly
issued to resolve a | abel ed as such and if it neets
violation by a source , all applicable procedural
for commencingconstruc~ requirements.

- tion withouta PSD permt
serve as a substitute for
a PSD permt? !

PSD/53 6/12/78 a) What 4is the potential §52.21 The | ateet draft of the PSD
emission cutoff for de- regulationa defines sources
termning applicability , as *any structure building, |
of the PSD requlations facility, equipnent, in- '
to new coal -fired boilers stallation Or operation (or
installed at an existing combination t her eof ) whi ch 'S !
textile mll? | ocated on one or nore contig-

' uous Or adjacent properties
and which is owned by the sane
person (or by persons under
common control). The source i
e category in this case is a '

textile mll and construction

' ’ of two new boilers constitutes |
a modi fication of that source.
The boilers are subject to PSD
review if potential emissions
are 250 tons/year of any
par ticular pollutant regul ated
under the Cean Air Act.

PSD/55 6/28/178 A steel mll plans to S52. 21 No Since no net i ncrease in emia-

modi fy sone of its

coke batteries such
that' a net decrease.

in emssions fromthe

mll will occur.. If

t he owner/ operat or

1) obtained a 8IP

permt prior to 3/1/78
and (2) conmences
construction prior

to 3/19/79, wll the
modification be sub- :
ject to PSD revi ew?

sions woul d occur from the
source (steel m'II% the modifi-
cations woul d not have been
subject to the old PSD regula-
tions pronul gated 12/5/74.
According to §52.21 (i) (3) of
the regul ati one promnul gated
6/19/78, a source which was not
subject to the old regul ations
will be exempt fromthe new PSD
requirenents, If (1) all _
required SIP permts are obtaine
before 3/1/78 and (2) conatruc-
tion is comrenced prior to
3/19/179.




code Dat e of Question Af fected Determi~ Di scussi on
Response Regul ati on nati on

PSD/S? 7/5/78 Mantua Terninal s 52. 21, MO Under PSD a'permt was
operates a | arge issued covering Mahtua's
petrochem cal ter- new refinery and asso-
minal, where VCH is clated storage and trans~
unl oaded from barges fer facilities. The only
uaing a etandard en- nodi fication since the
cl osed vapor return issuance of the permt
system. Mantua pro- woul d be the | oading of
poses to then | oad gasoline into vinyl
the enpty VCH barges with chl ori de vapor-contai ni ng
gasol i ne, vyielding barges. The potentia
a potential VCH increase in emission
emission of 89 amounts t0 less than |
tons/ year. Do the 100 tons/year, and is not |
PSD regul ati on6 apply now subject to PSD pre-
to this situation? construction review.

8n/61 7/28/78 . (a) Wien is a spurce 52.21, The offset policy affects’

(I'n this case 51.16

Al abama By-Products
Corp.) required to
undergo review for
both offsets and PSD?

sources constructing in
or inpacting non-attain-
ment areas, and PSD
governs attai nnent areas.
Since Al abama Dy- Products
" Corp. (ABC) inpacts an
area in attainment for
SO2 and non-attainment:
for particulate matter,
ABC coke' battery 14 nust
undergo both a PSD review
for S22 and an offsets
review for particulates.



Code

PSD/62

Date of,
Response

Question

Af fect ed
Reqgul ati on

Determi-~
nation

Dlscussian

8/10/78

(a) Wth respect to

40 cpr 52.21 (b) (17)
Reconstruction, what
W || oonetitute facie
lity and source W th
respect to charcoal
kilns?

(b) In determnin
whet her a charcoa
kiln hae been re-
constructed, should
the fixed capital

cost of the new
cpnﬁonents_be compared
with the fixed capital
coat of an entire new
charcoal production

pl ant ?

(c)-1£ five charcoa
kilns, eaoh with

the potential to emt
25 tons/year of a
pol lutant, are recon-
etructed at a plant,

are these reconstructed

kil ns subject to PSD

.review? (For each kiln,

the fixeda capital cost
of the new conponents

exceeds sos of the cost

of .a new kiln.)

No

Yes

The enti

re charcoal plant,'

including all structures, ,
“buildings and facilities
| ocated at the site, wll

be
Each
cone

conaidered a source,’
cindividual kiln ias.
idered a facility. »

In determning whether a |
facility (e.g. kiln) 1s |
reconstructed, the fixed |
capital coat of the new'’
conponents of the facility
shoul d be' conpared to the
fixed capital cost of a

new facility (kiln). !

The reconstructed kilns
are conei dered to be new
facilities at the char-

coal
tion
the f

plant and the addia"
(reconstruction) of
ive new ki lns con-

stitutes a major nodifi- |
cation of the stationary ;
source -{(pptential new )
-em ssions of 125 tons/yr).



code Date of Question Af fect ed Determi- D scussion
Response Regul ati on nation
PSD/62 (d) Are reconstruce Yes When the fixed coot of
(cont .) tion coats to be new components for a
curmul ative? That is, facility or source
when the cunul ative . accunulate 'to nore than
cost of reconstruction 508 of the fixed cost of
commenced since the a new facility or souroe,
effective date of the a reconstruction. under
PSD regul ati on0 is PSD has occurred. '
greater than 508 of Reconstructi on costs will
the fixed capital coat begin accumul ating on the
of the source, does effective date of the PSD
reconastruction becone regul ationa or the date
subject to PSD? of the last PSD pernit
issued for the construc-
tion Or reconstruction
whi chever time is nore
recent,
(e) Ia a repl acenent _ Yes A repl acemenf facility

facility wWith potential .
emissions of 100/250

tons or mre per year -
subject t0 PSD review,

if a net reduction in )
emigsions occur8 plant-
wi de?

with potential emissions
of 100/250 tons or nore
per year is subject to
pPsp review, regardless
of whether anet xeduc-
tion I N emissiorswill
occur plant Wi de.




o -
.

code Date of
Response

Quesﬁion Affected
Regul ati on

Determi-~

Discusslion

PSD/64 8/18/78

PSD/64
(cont.)

(a) Are additional-

permts required
when asphalt batch
plants rel ocate?

(b) What doee the PSD
review coneiet of, for
sources W th all owabl e
emissions less than the
cutoffs of 50 tons

per year, 1000 pounds

per day,. or 100 pounds
per hour? '

ii. emssions fromthe

144, notice of the reloca-

The regul ations ailow for
a onertime permit for
asphalt ‘batch plants

Wi t hout requiring addi-
tional permts for
relocations as | ong a8
for each relocation

i1, em aeione fromthe
facility woul d not
exceed all owabl e
-emissions,

facility woul d impact
‘'no class | area and
no area where an
appl i cabl e i ncrenent
is known to be
viola ted, and

-i

tion is provided to
the Adm nistrator at
| oaat 30 days in

advance. "

The revl ew woul d consist |
of a determ nation that

i. the emissions fromthe
. source woul d not' ;
adversely inpact area6 !
with known viol ations !
of the applicable PSD
increment Or any

1
]
Class [ arvea, !

ii. a valid state new

source review permt
had been obtai ned, wsnd

114, there waa adequate

opportunity for public
coment on the pro-
posed nNEw source..




code Bate of Question Af f ect ed Determi~ Discussion
Rosponse Regulation nation
PSD/68 9/29/78 (a) Under what Sz.il(j) Were a facility within

ci rcunmst ance5 may

a BACT exenption

be granted to a
modi fi cation at
t he source?

(b) Which PSD
requi rements apply
to tenporary
asphalt batching
plants that apply |
BACT as a state

requirenent ?

. acconpanyi ng emissions

does not exenpt a source

a source 1s reconstrucked’
or replaced or where a
facility 1s added, the
BACT exenption in 52.21
(J)(4) is not available,
regardl ess of any

i

decrease. The only

i nstance in which the
exenption applies is
where an existing faci-
lity 1s nodified and the
nodi fi cati on does not
constitute a reconetruc-
tion.

The aephalt bat ching
plants would initially
be required. to obtain a
PSD pernmit, since state
requi rements for DACT

from ‘the requirenents .to
obtain a PSD pernit.

The tenporary batching

pl ant need only undergo
PSI, review once as |ong
as the conditions stated
in response PSD/64

are met.

PSN/69 9/29/178 Wul d modifications 52.21 No
which were indivi-

dually less than 100 B

tonsper year potential emis-

slons and which were nade to

Such modifications con-'*
tribute to the esp
baseline air quality; as
opposed t0 consuining

i ncrenent. Any modifi-

cati on which wounld b«




——— e

Code Date of Question Affected Det er mi - . D scussi on
. Response Regul ati on nation
PSD/69 a maj or source i ndividually, a major
(cont.) bet ween 1/6/75 and modification, consume §
8/7/17, c¢umulatively increment if the
count against the modification occurred
PSD i ncrenent ? after 1/6/175. f
8D/170 10/3/78 Wuld replacing an 52.21 (b)(2) (1) No Routine repl acenent
old heater wth a means t he routine
new heater at a repl acement of part's, i
etrochem cal plant W thin the limitations ;
€ considered a of reconstruction, and :
routine replacenent woul d not include the !
and, therefore, replacement of an entire :
exempt from PSD review facility (i.e., an old
according to Section heater, at a petrochemi-
52.21(b) (2) (1) ? cal plant, which has
ended its nornmal useful
life.)
SO 71 10/4/78 Under SBection 52.21 52.21(1) (5) An exenption is provided

(1) (5) what sources
are exenpt from .o
PSD review?

from PSD review to
sources which are subt
ject to the emission
of fset ruling and woul d
impact no area attaining
the nangs. The non-
attai nnent requirements
woul d i npose emission
limjtations reflecting
the | owest "achievable
emission rate (LAER),
which is nore stringent
than DACT.  Sources
which woul d impact clean
air
from PSD review require-
ments. ANy major modi-
fication with pot enti al

areas are not exemptrad




code  Date of Question Affeoted Determi~ biscussloh
—Rpsponse Requl ati on nation
emissions = 100/250
?SDéZX tons/year which would
cont. i npact a clean area,
reqardl eee' of any
acconpanyi ng emisaions’
" reduction at the source,
requiresPSD review A
source subject to the
offset policy as well
as PSD, Wwhich doee not
reeult in a net
em eei ons increase and
whi ch applies LAER,
need satisfy only the
public participation
requirements {o obtain
a PSDh pernmit.
PSD/72 10/5/178 See P3SD/62 for identical_ question and response
: 5 21 A Houwanswhlaoh _1a to
p8N/73 “10/10/748 “~71L%a~ suuive ie Propost . 52. house i ndependent
ing construction of a facilities, some of
facility which requires which are subject to
a PSD permt and the PSD and some of which
facility is to be ‘ are not, may be con-
guLLE|§Pgé°QAPﬁUZed In structed before a PSD
. ermt is 'issued onl
related but independent ?f t he buil di ng 1;N;y !
e o Be5 i ™ necessary part of the |
what portion o? the psgfigxe?pt pr.oj ect .
buil ding can legally be ;Bdifiled Ii én ;EZCY%¥-‘
const r uct ri ) '
iZSiange g? ?heoLSEPpernit7 callyaccomolnte the

psp - affected
facilities. The

MACP |

!



code

r, - ® R@BPQQ§9

PSD/73
(cont.)

Dat e of

Question

Affected
Reqgul ati on

Detexmi~
nation

Discussibn

pxoject involve5 the:
conetructign of steam
boi l ers, exenpt from
PSD requirenents, and

di esel engi nes, subject
to the PSD requirenents.
The boil ers and engines
are to be housed in the
same building. MATEP .
may begi n oonetruction
on the building before
the PSD permt is issued
as long as the drains,
piping, footing5 for

t he diesel and any ot her
installation necessary
to accommodate the
diesels are not installed
until the permt is
iasued. '

PSD/74

10/26/78

15 it appropriate
to issue a PSD
permt to a steam
generator condi -
tioned such that
BacT for the con-
trol of NO
emissions woul d be
specified just prior
to the comencenent
of construction
rather than at the
time of permt
issuance?

52, 21

Condi -
tional

There are two alterna-
tives avail able for
addressing BACT in this
case.

(1) If the source agrees,
a PSD permt may be
issued W t hout specifying
BACT. fThe .permit woul d
contain a provision
allowing EPA to specify
BACT prior to commence-
ment of construction of
the source. The source
must agree, since the



code Date of
~_. .Response

Question

Affected
Regul ati on

Determi~
nati on

Discussion

PSD/74
(cont.)

It is expected that
tecl i nol ogy energing
within the next few
months will result

in far nore effective
NO, control.

PSD regqgul ati ons con-
tenpate requiring
DACT which is current
at the time. the permt
1s Tssued.

(2) If the source does
not agree to a condi-
tional permt, currently.
avai | abl e BACT nust be
specified at the tine
the permt is issued.
That BACT determ nation
cannot be revised to
refl ect new teohnol ogy
as long as the permt
remai ns wvalid.

Please note. that in the
case of phased construc-
tion projects, the

Adm ni strator does
intend to condition
permts such that BACT
for later construction
phases nay be reassessed
if necessary: Wth
phased construction

projects there is often

a long time span

bet ween i ssuance of the
perimnit and construction
of |l ater phases. See
43 FR 26396, June 19,
197a.



/

~ Affected
Ref . Quest ion Regs Determ Di scussi on
PSD/75 On August 18, 1978, the 52,21(1)(4) N o Sections 52.21(1)(2)(4), when
10/31/78 Pittston Co. received a read together, require a per-
. PSD permit to construct a mttee under 52.21(1)(4) to
refinery and marine ter- commence constructlon within
mnal. Wuld EPA agree the same amount of time that
that Pittston need com woul d be the case for a person
nmence construction no issued the permt just before
earlier than 18 months March 1, i.e., wthin one year
from permt issuance, and 18 days from permit
that is, no earlier than issuance. In the case of
Feb. 18, 19801 Pittston, construction muet
commence on or before
Sept enber 5, 1999.
PSD/76 a) Does a major source 52.21 Cond. Such a source need not obtain
11/15/78 which (1) has all owabl e a PSD permit if it has demon-

em ssi on6 equal to or
greater than 100 tons/
year, and is therefore
subj ect to the Emission
Offset Ruling (44 FR
3274), and (2) would
impact no clean areas
require PSD review?

b) Does §52.21(1)(5)
exenpt a source which,
with respect to a
particular pollutant,
would affect only dlirty
areas but would not be
subj ect to the Offset
Policy because its
allowable emlssions were
less than 100 tons/year?

52.21(1)(5) N o

strated that no clean area will
be impacted and if the deter-
mination of no clean area

i npact has been subject to
publ ic review in accordance
with 52.21(r).

Section 52.21(1)(5) exempts
only sources which are subject
to the more stringent require-
ments of the Interpretative
Ruling.

tJpdate: The Interpretative .
Rullng was amended 1/16/79, and
now appl Les to sources with
potential emissions of 100 tons
or more per year. It {8 no
longer possible for a source to
have an emission | evel which is
above the PSD cutoff but below
the TR cutoff,



e s
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Affected

Ref. Question Regs De term. Discuss ion
PSD 76 c) Would a source which has 52.21(1) No The Interpretative Ruling
(cont. ) allowable emissions less require8 offsets only for

than 100 tons per year and
which impacts a dirty air
area, be required to
“offset” its impact on
the dirty area?

d) When a source is subject Yes
to both the offset policy

and the PSD requirements

with respect to a particu-

lar pollutant, must the

source obtain a new

source review permit

before a PSD permit can

be issued?

sources with allowable emis-
sions of =» 100 tons per year.
It considers the impact of
smaller sources on nonattain-
ment areas to be insignificant.
To require offsets for smaller
sources for PSD purposes would
be in effect to amend the In-
terpretative Ruling which we
clearly did not intend.

Updates The Interpretative
Rul Ing was amended 1/16/79 and
now requires offset for sources
with potential emissions of 100
tons or more per year and
allowable emissions of more
than 50 tons per year. An
effect of the amendment is that
this quest ion can no longer
arise.

Such a permit is necessary in
order to demonstrate, for PSD,
purposes, that the source meets
all applicable legal require-
ments relating to the non-
attainment area or areas it
would affect.



Af fected

Ref . Questi on Reqgs - Det erm Di scussi on

PSD/77 Wul d EPA apply the new 52.21(1)(3) Yes EPA intended that a modification

11/22/78 regul ati ons of 6/19/78 escaping the old regul ation8 could
to a nodification which escape the new ones only if, anong
was not subject to the old ot her things, it had received any
regulations; began con- permt the SIP required by 3/1/78.
struction prior to 11/77; The SIP permitrequirenment cannot
and failed to obtain its be waived, even for a nodification
state permt by 3/1/78? on whi ch construction began before

11/77.
PSD/78 a) Mist any asphalt hot- 52.21(Kk) &(j) Condi- A hot-m x asphalt plant is subject
11/29/78 mx plant neeting the tional to full PSD review unless an exenp-

requirenents of the' SIP

& NSPS, and not inpacting
on a Class | or an area
where a known viol ation of
an applicabl e increment
exi sts, undergo a full
PSD revi ew?

b) What is considered to
be a "safe" distance from
a Cass .I area?

tion from BACT review and/or the

air quelity inpact review require-
ments is obtained under §52.21(3)
(4), or §52.21(k)(1).

EPA does not have a policy of
establishing specific “safe* dis-
tances. Sources canestimate their
emissions impact by the desk-top
calculations shown in Guidelines
for _Air oualitv Maintenance
Planning and. Analyses, Volume 10
TRevised)s Procedures for
Fvaluating AIr Quallty Impacts of
New Stationary Sources, EPA-450/7
4-77-001 (U.s. EPA, Ilibrary Service
Ofice, Rresearch Triangle Park, NC
27711) .




Affected

Ref . Quest ion Rege Determ. Discuss ion
PSD/78 c) Is a PSD review See PSD/76
(cont. ) required of a source

that impacts a non-
attainment as well as
an attainment area?

d) Is the application

of LAER or BACT required
under any circumstances
and in any designated area?

e) What is the defini-
tion of a known viola-
tion of an applicable

increment?

52.21(c)

BACT applies to all 100/250 ton
(potential emissions) sources
(including asphalt plants) with
allowable emission levels greater
than 50 tons/year, 1,000 1lbs./day
or 100 1lbs./hour. An exemption
from this requirement is available
where a facility is revamped and
Nno net increase in emisslions
would occur from the source.

The Interpretative Ruling applies
LAER to sources with potential
emission8 of 100 tons or more per
year and allowable emissions of 50
tons or more per year. (as of
1/16/79)

A violation of an ambient air
quall ty increment occurs when the
increase in pollutant concentra-
tion over the baseline level
exceeds the 1increment allowed under
52.21(c). Baseline is defined in
52.21(b)(11) and reflects actual
air quality as of R/7/77. Allowa~-
ble emissions of major sources
permitted since 1/6/75 and minor
sources constructed after 8/1/17
consume increment .



Af fected

Ref . Question Reqs Determ Discussion
pPSD/78 f) Hlow are em ssions for Annual potential em ssions are
(con't) a hot-m x asphalt plant based on the maxi mum annual rated
cal cul at ed? capacity of the plant, unless the
plant is subject to enforceable
permt conditions limting the
annual hours of operation.
g) JIs it necessary that No The reviews for State and PSD per -

a State permt for a 50-
ton source be granted
before a PSD application'
can be subm tted?

h) Wiich pollutants are
covered by PSD and non-
attai nment review, and how
are they applied?

mts should proceed concurrently.
A State permt nust be issued
before a PSD permt only in cases
where the source is required to
obtain offsets.

Al t hough PSD increnents have been
established only for sulfur dioxide
and partfcul ates, the PSD regul a-
tions apply to all pollutants which
are reqgul ated under the Cean Air
Act . (CQurrently: 80y, TSP

nNoy,, CO hydrocarbons, asbestos,
beryllium fluorides, HyS, |ead,
mercury, reduced sul fur compounds-
ll,S, carbonyl sulfide and carbon
dfsulfide, sulfuric acid mst,
vinyl chloride, and total reduced
sul fur-H,58, nethyl mercaptan,
dimethyl sul fide, and dimethyl
disulfide). Regulated pllutants
ot her than so, and particul ate
matter are su%ject to all PSD
requi rements (including PACT)
except the anal yses for increnent
and NAAQS lmpact. The enission

of fset policy applies to

the criteria pollutants TSP, SO0,,
NOy CO and hydrocarbons .



LR . sxm . ees
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Ref.

Affected
Question Regs Determ

Discussion

-

psD/78(h)
. {coat.)

i) Is° an asphalt Thot-mix" Yes
pl ant exenpt from PSD :

reviewif it can prove

that potential em ssions;

are less than 250 tone/year?

j) Does "providing an - 52.21(r){(2)(v) No
opportunity for a public

hearing" mean that a

publ i c hearing must

actual ly be hel d?

k) Must an asphalt hot-' Condi-
m x plant undergo P8D tional
review every tinme it

rel ocat e83

While the offaset ruling techically
doe8 not apply to new sources of

| ead emissions which would violate
the NAAQS for |ead, such sources
will be required to abate emissions
after construction if necessary

to attain and maintain the |ead

st andar d.

If potential emissions fram an
asphalt hot-m x plant are less than
250 tons/year, the plant 4s not
subject to PSD revi ew.

Under 52.21(x)(2)(v),itis stated
that only an opportunity for a
publ i c hearing nmust be provided.

According to 52.21(1)(7), a porta-
ble facility which ha8 received a
psD permt nmeeting the requirenent8
of the new regul ation8 may relocate
w t hout undergoi ng additional PSD
review, provided the follow ng
condition8 are meta

i) emissions fromthe facility
woul d not exceed all owabl e emission



Affected

Ref. Question Regs De term. Discuss_ion
PSD/78 ii) emissions from the facility
.{cont.,) would impact no Class | area and no

area where an applicable increment
is known to be violated; and

111) Notice is given to the
Administrator at least 30 days

pr lor to such relocation ident i-
fying the proposed new locatlon and
the probable duration of operation
at such location.

PSD/79 Will consumption of the 52.21 Yes The increase in emissions which
12/11/78 applicable PSD incre- results from the increased
ment result from the utilization of existing recovery
increased utilization - boiler capacity is not included
of existing recovery ; as part of the basel ine but rather,
boiler capacity at an consumes the available PSD incre-
expanded kratt pulp mill?’ ment. The preamble to the PSD
The boilers are permitted . reguldtlons (43 FR 26400) states
(by the State) at the v that increases in capacity utiliza-
maximum deslgn capacity.- tion, as well as increases in hours
The expansion involves of operation, should be included fin
installation of new the baseline only {f:
digesters and qualifies
as a major modlficatlon.’ 1) The increased emissions were
allowed to the source as of 8/7/71,
and

2) the source could reasonably
have been expected to make these
increases on 8/1/117.



Ref.

Question

Affected
Reqs

Dcterm.

Discuss ion

PSD/79
(cont.)

As a general rule, when a major
modification is necessary to bring
about an increase in hours of
operation or in capacity utiliza-
tion, it is assumed that the re-
sulting increased emissions could
not reasonably have been expected
to occur as of 8/7/77. The kraft
pulp mill has not met condition 2
above since the existing recovery
boilers can operate at full capa-
city only after a major modifica-
tion, the add it ion of new
digesters, occurs.

PSD/80

12/11/78

Should construction-
related emissions be
considered in
determining whether a
source is required to,
undergo second-tier
review?

52.21

NO

Potential as well as allowable
emissions estimates for a source
should be calculated without

taking into account any emissions
which result from construction of
the source. Then, if the source

is determined to be subject to 2-
tier PSD review on the bas is of its
operating emissions, any emis-
sions resultiny from construction
of the source should be subject to
BACT. The construct ion of a
building or other structure which
is not a major stationary source or
major modification should not come
under PSD review regardless of the
magnitude of the expected emissions
from the construction project.




AC fected

Ref. Question Regs De term. Discussion
PSD/84 a) The Public Service 52.21(b)(2) Condi- The Bergen Station is eligible for
3/26/79 Electric & Gas Company (ii)(d) tion al the exemption in 40 CFR(b)(2)(1ii)

(Bergen Station) would
like to supplement the
the use of its normal fuel
(No. 6 oil) with a '
powdered refuse-derived
fuel, Eco-Fuel 11. Th is
will be
mental 90 day period.
No changes will be made
to the bholler to acccom-
modate this Fuel,’ Does
the swltchto Eco- Fuel

congtitnte asa jor mod i-
ficarion?

for an experi-:

(d) since it could accommodate this
alternative fuel prior to 1/6/75.
If, however, Bergen Station was
precluded from using this al terna-
tive fuel by some previously
enforceable permit condl t ion, then
the switch would constitute a

mod if icat lon.



Affected

Ref. Question Regs De term. Discussion
PSD/84 b) If the Bergen Station Cond i- A PSD permit would be required if
(cont.) qualifies for the exemp- tional the combined potential emissions

tion, must EPA require a
PSD permit for the silo
and pneumatic conveyor
system which will be
constructed to carry out
the experimental phase?

c) If this experimental
phase is not exempt

from. PSD requirements,

to what extent may EPA
consider the duration,
experimental nature, an’d
possible energy aavings

of the use of Eco-Fuel in
determining DACT?

d) What types of modification
may a source make to facili-’
tate a fuel conversion and
yet still qualify for the
exemption for sources “capable
of accommodating such fuel*
prior to 1/6/75%?

from the silo and pneumatic
conveyor system exceed 100 tons
per year for any pollutant.

All such factors will be given
consideration in any BACT analyses.
The weight accorded each factor
will be based on the relevant
facts in the case.

Generally the exemption in 46 CPR
52.21(b)(2)(11)(Ad) pertains only to
the boiler, steam generator, or
other process equipment which
directly utilizes the fuel or raw
material. This means that any
increased emissions from a boiler
which could burn coal but for which
there were no coal handling
facilities would qualify under

this exempt ion, However, please
note that the coal handling
facilities’ (or any other new
equipment) could qualify for a
modificatlon based on its own
potential to emit 100 (250) tons or
more per year.




Ref .

Questi on

Af fected

Di scussi on

PSD/85
3/26/79

Does the Consolidated
Edi son Company's
proposed sw tch from
3% sulfur oil to 1.5%
sulfur oil constitute a
"maj or modification" for
pur poeee of PSD?

Anincrease in the eul fur content
of a particular fuel burned at a
source does not constitute use of
an "alternative" fuel; is not con-
sidered a change in the nethod of
operating; and hence doee not con-
stitute a major nodification.

PSD/86
4/16/79

Is a fuel switch from
natural gae to a

vapori zed m xture of
two-thirds distillate
fuel oil and one-third
fuel gas exenpt from
the definition of major
nodi fi cati on baaed on

the fact that the boilers

have been capabl e of
acconmodati ng this fuel
all along? The con-

. version involves two

300 mllion Btu/hour
boilers .and Will require
installation of an oil-
fired vaporizer.

Reqs Det er m
52.21 No
52.21(b) Yes
(2)(11)(q)

Since the boilers can switch from
gae to vaporized oil w thout naking
any nodifications to the bollers

t hensel vae, they are considered to
have been capabl e of burning oi
prior to 1/6/75. Therefore,

I ncreaeed boiler emissions W Il not
be subject to PSD review, but wll
consume i ncrement.

In addition to the increaeed
boil er emissions there will be sone
direct emissions fromthe firin
of the new vaporizer. Should the
(direct) potential emission from
t he vaporizer anount to 100 tons or
nore of a regul ated pollutant per
year, a PSD revi ew woul d be necee-
sary.




Ref.

Affected

Question Regs De term.

Discusslon

bPSD/87
4/12/19

A new docking facility S$52.21 Cond i-
is built which will tional
handle shipments of crude

oil. Aie emissions

from ships which service

the dock to be considered

pr imary or secondary

emissions?

If a facility is directly involved
with the operation of a PSD-
affected source, the emissions from
that facility are primary. On the
other hand, if the emissions are
associated with but not directly
involved in the operation of the
source, they are secondary. An
example of secondary emissions from
a psSbhb-affected docking facility
would be the emissions which result
from the ballasting of ships
servicing the dock. This does not
mean that all ship emissions are
necessarily secondary to the opera-
tions taking place on the dock. On
the contrary, any ship emissions
which result from the unloading of
the ships are directly involved in
dock operations and therefore are
considered primary. Emissions
from ships boilers, to the extent
the boilers are operated for the
purpose of unloading oil, are
primary emissions. See 44 FR 3281,
1/16/79 for a discussion of EPA’s
secondary emissiona policy.

NOTE: This determination has since
been overruled. o0GC will be
issuing an explanatory memo.

pPSn/88
4/12/179

If an electric power §52.21(b)(8) Yes
plant beg ins cons truc-

tion pr {for to 6/1/75

but then discont inues

cons truct ion for more

than 18 months is that

power plant subject to
PSD review.

The original PSD regulations

( December 5, 1974) define the term
* commenced” to mean that "an owner
or operator has under taken a
tion... "As amatter of pol icy, we
establ ished that a construct ion
programwhich was intervupted for a



Af fected

Ref. Quest ion Rege De term. Discussion
PSD/88 period of 18 months or more had
(cont. ) not “commenced” accord ing to the

definition in §52.21(b){(7). There-
fore, the electric utility in
question was subject to the old
PSD regulations because it dld not
commence construction before
6/1/15.

Since the utility was subject to
the old PSD regulations and
failed to get a PSD permit by
3/1/78, 1itis now subject to the
new regulations. See 43 FR 26406,
§52.21(1)(2), 6/19/78.

PSD/89 a) Does the addition - §52,21(b)(2) Yea Al though PSD/12 stated that the

4/12/19 of a sulfur recovery addition of a sulfur recovery plant
plant constitute the would not be subject to PSD, that
modification of a determination was made under the
petroleum refinery? old regulations. And under the

old regulations a modif ication
occurred only if there was a net
Increase in emissions on a saource-
wide‘ basis.

The new regulations however,
define the term ‘major modifica-
tion” such that the regulation8
apply to a sulfur recovery unlt if
the potential emissions from the
unit will amount to 100 tons/year
of a regulated pollutant. The
potential emissions of the unit
are calculated without conslder ing
any em ssi on reductions which would
occur simul taneously.



Affected

Ref. Question Regs De term. Discussion
PSD/89 Sy ) Fur thermore, Congress specifically
(cont.) stated in §169(1) of the Clean Air
. Act that sulfur recovery plants
were air pollution sources intended
to be covered under PSD.
b) For purposes of S$52.21 The sulfur recovery plant is com-
de termin inq whether a pr ised by the claus unit and any
sulfur recovery plant units downstream of the claus.
has been reconstructed,
what components are
considered to be part
of 1t?
PSD/90 If a facility which is S52.21 the 250 “Source” 1is defined in the PSD
5/11/79 in one of the 28 ton/yr. regulations as “any structure,
1 is ted source categor fes cutoff building, facility, equipment,

locates at a source

which is not in one of
the 20 categor lea, does
the 100 ton or the 250

ton/yr potential
cutoff apply?

emission

installation, or operation (or
combination thereof) which is
located on one or more cont iquoua
or adjacent properties and which 1s
owned or operated by the same
person (or by persons under common
control)“. Using the example of a
textile mill which will be modified
by the addition of a 250 mm Btu/hr
boiler, the textile mill would be
considered the “source”, according
to the definition above. Since
textlle mills are not one of the 28
listed categories, the 250 ton
limit would apply. 1In order for
the addition of the boiler to be
considered a “major modification®
the boiler would have to have
potential emissions of 250 tons/
year.




Affected

Ref., Question Regs Determ. Discussion
PSD/92, Should a drift eliminator 52.21 The PSD regulatione defline "alr
6/6/79 be conslderad an Integral. pollutlon control equipment” as
part of a natural draft , equlpment uhlch is not, aside from
cooling tower or should air pollution control laws and
it be considered, an air regulatlons, vital to production of
pollution control device? the normal product o€ the source
The purpose of the drift. or to {ts normal operation. Since
ellminator ia to reduce the drlft ellmlinator {a not
evaporatlve water losses eseentlal to the operatlon of the
from the cooling tower, cool Iny tower, it should he con-
but itis also effec- sidered alr pollution control
tive 1nreducing salt equlpment.
(particulate ) emisslions.
Affected
-Ref. Question Regs De term. Niscussion -
PSD/93] a) Are the provisions for Preamble Yes Examples A power plant with
6/2/79 issuing permits to several boilers that will be con-
¢ phased construction pro- structed one at a time.
jects applicable to
source8 with mutually
Independent phases?
b) May a PSD permit be Yes The regulations do not require
issued to a multi- that any source obtain State permits
phased source before before a PSD permit will be issued,
each phase has obtained except where offsets are required.
a State permit? But in order for a PSD permit to
remain val Id, a State permit must
be issued within 18 months of PSD
permit issuance. In the case of
phased projects the State permits
for each phase must be obtalned
within 18 months of the date
specified in the PSD permit.
c) Must the plans for Yee

each phase of a construc-
tion project be well-
defined before a PSD
permit can be issued?




R i

Af fec ted
Reference Question Regs Determ. Discussion
PSD/94 Is a proposed major source 52. 21(i) (5) Yes Sect_ion 165(a) (4) of the Act
10/23/79 or modification, which applies preconstructlon require-
will emit vinyl chloride, ments to each pollutant regulated
subject to both a LAER under lhe Act. VOC is regulated
review for VOC under for ozone and VC is regulated as
the Offset Policy and a carc inogen . It is possible that
a DACT review for VC BACT for VOC and LAER for VC may
under PSD? require two different levels of
control.
PSD /96 Do - glass manufacturing Si.2l(b)(1)(1) N o
12/21/79 plants belong under the
chemical processing ¢
plant category identi-
fied in Section 169
of the Act?
PSD/98 For sources which are 52,21 Yes Potential emissions of a source
1/9/80 making a fuel switch, before modif ication should be

is it correct that any
available fuel suitable
for use in operation
may be used to
determine “before
modification” emissions
and any fuel for which
the operator is willing
to accept enforceable
permit conditions may
be used to determine
“after modification”
emissions?

based on any type of fuel the

source was capable of burning.

After modification,
emissions should be based on
the dirtiest type of fuel the
source is capable of burning.

For both -before and after mod
cation calculations,
permit conditions may limit
potential emissions.

potential

the

if 1-

enforceable




Affected

Reference Question : Regs Determ. Discussion
PSD/99 Is a plant which pro- 51.24(b) (1) (1) Cond i- If the plant manufactures the
1/9/80 duces fiberglass tional fabric from raw fiberglass or its
re in forced shower process involves combining fiber-
enclosures and bath- glass and polyester resin, it is
tubs considered a considered a glass fiber proces-
) “glass fiber processing sing plant. Plants which process
plant”? pre-fabricated fiberglass products
would not be included.
pPsp/l101 Is a major source 52.21 Yes A major source would not he sub-
. 1/5/80 subject to PSD ject to PSD review only if:
rev lewif construc-
tion commenced after 1. All final Federal, State, and
March 19, 19792 local preconstruct ion permi ts were
obtained before March 1, 1978,
2. Construction commenced before
March 19, 1979, and
3. Did not discontinue construc-
tion for a period of 18 months or
more and construction is (was)
completed within a reasonable
time.
PSD/105 Must a reconstructed 52.21 No A ‘reconstruction occurs only when
4 /25780 coke bhattery which the entire source is reconstruc-
produces no increase ted. In this case the source is
in the iron and steel . an iron and steel mill, not a coke
mill’s potential to : battery.
emit SO2 secure a
PSD permit?
Must the reconstructed 52.21 No

battery employ DACT?




VAL

plant make it subject to PSD review?

The moditication is being progosed in

order for the facllity to achleve ita

original level Of production {(produc-

tion dropped whwn the facility shifted
toalow O uJfur coal).

N MNTFECTED
geixnoce QUESTION : REGS DETERMINATION DIBASS IO
- 1 tal by the
epandent facllities be om- 52.21(b)(1979) Yes A source inclules all wnits onel ar qera
:72‘;&6) me:‘:; :aﬂn of ::. sane source when ' : : same persay an contiguous or adjacent jropertics.
they are located an aljacent gwoperties
- and are owned by the same person?
In this particular mase swhat category §52.21(b)(1) All Uw wnite at the source fall under the source
. would the “source”, be included uwder? category "power plant®. A proposel powr plant aml a
coal mine are cumideral a|| e "HAE00, & power
plant.
Update wdth Aguet 7, 1900 Regss
Under the new requlations eouros is dofined as all
jollutant emitting activities of the sane industrial
groupliyy (sam major groyp under the SIC wanual)
Jocated an ot iguois or adjacent property and under
cawon omtrol. Ukker this definition, ¢ power plant
ad coal mine would Le w0 sOwces. lbwever, the sdne
aulssions would be conslderal secondery enlssions of
the gower plant.
PSD/109 Can two facllities vhich are esparated Sept. 8, 1979 Yea The two facilities are canmonly ouwed ad are gperated
5/16/80 by 1.6 miles or pipeline be comsidered Progo togethar a4 a sligle refinery. Thay are separatal by
“adjacent® {f they are operated 44 ane (44 FR 51924) 1.8 milea and are interconnected by a network of
facilicy? pipulines. The pipelines are usal to tramwport
intemwdlary products fran aw slte to another.
Naelther site produces finlshel prolucts by iteelf.
TMwrefore, evidance syports Uw Wwo sites slould be
conslderal 4 singla source for PSD applicabllity.
Update August 7, 1980 Regss
Doterminatlon ramains the same groviding the two
facilitiea haw tle same *Major Graap® classiflcation
(52.21(v)(6) 8/7/00)
pPsD/115 Do modifications of the fiuel handling ‘e 19, 1978 Yeoa Potential anlesions are limited Ly the gmntity of
7/1/60 and feal oquipnent 4t 4 genarating .~ (43 ¥R 26382)

fuel tlm source 14 capable of caihusting. The ability
of the gmerating plant to caubust alditional fiml
subsequuat to the modification results in increased
anfsslaw. Slnoe the ganerathig plant wua not
capable of acoamondating this alditional fiml wdtlout
changos to the fuel handllg an! fweding equpment,
this would represent an licrease in the goteatfal to
emit, Te sourve Wld be subject to PSD review if
the duanges result in an Increase of 100 1PY of
uncontrolled 50, or gerticulate mtter or 10 TPY of
oontrollal enlesiona. The ‘Ame'78 regulatione would
be sppliad..

Update of AW. 7, 1980 Ruegulations:

Source would be subject to PED revies if thw changes
result In 4 significant net incroase in anissions,
f.0., 40 tona 839, 25 tona PH.




Virgin Island Water & Power

Authority’s St. Croix and St.
Thomas plants subject to PSD
review?

O0DE Late of QUESTION AFFECTFD DETER~ DISCUSSION
Response REGULATION MINATION
PSD-121 1722781 Should” Fthanol Fuel 52.21(b)(6) Yes The Agency regards as a minimws, any
Plants be classified source listed wnder Major Group 28
as chemical process of the Standard Industrial Classification
plants for the purposes (SIC) manual as a chemical jrocess
. of PSD applicability? plant. Ethanol fuel is 1ised under
. SIC Major Group 28
PSD-I31 July 15, 1981 What 18" the status 52.21 On July -7T~.1981 FPA Issved a temporary
of the term 51.24 stay (90 days) of the PSD rules with
® Ekkrally regand to the we of the temm @  federally
enforceable® as used enforceable®. During the peirod of the
in the PSD reqgulations? stay, the term federally enforceable
sherever used in the regulations, will
o longer be in effect. In addition,
during the cowrse of the stay, EPA will
recongider the issue of federally
enforceable reguirementa and solicit
camments on the issue.
¢
DATE OF AFFECTED
CODE RESPONSE QUESTION REGULATION | DETERMINATION |DISCUSSION I
pPsSD-137| 12/3/82 Is the installation of two 52.21(b)(2)] Yes The turbines will cause a
4 stationary gas turbines at the significant increase in PM, $03,

NO,, HC and CO emissions and will
not he restricted by any federally
enforceable permit conditions.



Determnations of Applicability
_ Affected -
Code Ref erence Question Regul ati on Det er mi nati on Di scussi on

: PSD- | lem (Reich to A power plant, now burning §52.21(b) No The boilers have never had the
: 139 Val ter) natural gas (oil standby) nmay (2) (ii1i) (e) Bhysi cal capability of handling
. /6783 switch to petroluem coke. It ottom ash, and the design
i woul d be necessary to install specifications also do not
equi prent to handl e bottom contain any such provisions
: ash.  No other changes woul d (therefore, they were not
X have to be made. Is the unit capable of handling the alternate
) "capabl e of accommpdating" the fuel before 1/6/75). Thus, the
' new fuel ? (meaning PSD may not boilers are not considered

be applicable) capabl e of accommdating petrol eum

coke as an alternate fuel.
In the above case, are there Yes PSD is applicable if this change

other considerations affecting
PSD applicability?

§52.21(b) (2)
m

would result in a significant
net enissions increase at the
pl ant .



